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INTRODUCTION

8 113A54. POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

(d) In implementing the erosion and sedimentation control program, the
[Sedimentation Controlfommissiorshall€ (2) Assist and encourage other State
agencies in developing erosion amsgdimentation control programto be
administered in their jurisdictions. THéommission shall approve, approve as
modified, or disapprove prograrsgbmitted pursuant to G.S. 1138 and from time

to time shall review thesprograms for compliance with rules adopted by the
Commissiorand foradequate enforcement.

8§ 113A56. JURISDICTION OF THE COMMISSION

(b) The[Sedimentation Controffommission may delegate the jurisdiction conferred
by G.S. 113A56(a), inwhole or in part, to any other State agency that has submitted
an erosion angedimentatiolwontrol program to be administered by it, if the program
has been approved by the Commissismeing in conformity with the general State
program.

The Land Quality Section reviewed the program delegation tdldndn CarolinaDepartment of
Transportation(NC DOT)on SeptembeR4-26, 2012 The projects selected for review were a mix
of contract construction, desidrild andmaintenancelhe review and the results reported here are
in accordance with requirements of the SedimentationtrGld@ommission (SCC) delegation to the
NC DOT and§ 113A54(d)(2) and8 113A56(b).

PROJECT REVIEWS

Twelve contract constructioar desigrbuild projects andfour maintenance/force account projects
were chosen based on the stage of constructiothansignificance of the project®rojects were
generally between 30 and pércent complete

Land Quality personnel from the regional offices and central office accompanied NC DOT personnel
to the 16 projects, which were inspected duringda perial. Each project review consisted of
reviewing the erosion control plan for adequacy, inspecting the project for compliance, and examining
the project files. Plans were available for review at all sites.

NC DOT is responsible for two types of inspeni@mn each project. NPDES Sklbnitoring and

SPCA Selfinspections are conducted at least weekly by a project inspector from the office of the
resident engineer for desijpuild or contract construction, or from the office of the county or district
engireer for maintenance projects. There are 7 Roadside Environmental Unit Field Operations
engineers, each covering 2 of the 14 divisions in the state. The engineers each have generally one
technician, who inspegtsecondary road projects and some contracsttuction. REU Field
Operations staff inspects all DOT projects. Projects are inspected monthlypréjacthis evaluated



on a scale of-1.0 for installation of measures, maintenance of measures, effectiveness of measures,
plan implementation andserall project evaluation. A score of 6 or less results in the issuance of an
Al mmedi ate Corrective Actiono report (I CA).
inspections were reviewed for each project.

Field data was collected on erosion aadliment control measure installation, maintenance and
effectiveness. Timely provision of ground cover, adequacy ofafjlstay, phasing of grading, field
revisions and sedimentation damage were also evaluk@ch project was then given an overall
rai ng of @ P o or Asurnaaryofthe sixte@qmjdcts ollows.

CONTRACT OR DESIGN-BUILD PROJECTS

Overall
Division County TIP # Route Contract Amount Length Rating
1 Craven R-2583 US 158, Murfreesboro $32,818,830 7.2 Good
2 Onslow U-4700B  Western Parkway $28,853,605 2 Fair
4 Nash B-4588 Bridge over Stoney Ck, SR1670 $1,207,702 0.16 Good
5 Wake R-2814B US 401, Rolesville $24,956,387 5.8 Good
6 Harnett R-5185 US 401, Lillington $5,904,802 1 Good
7 Guilford R-2611 West Market Street, SR 1008 $17,475,472 3.8 Good
8 Lee R-2417AA US 421, Sanford $30,181,608 4.4 Good
10 Mecklenburg R-2248E  1-485, Charlotte Outer Loop $139,457,129 5.1 Fair
11 Ashe U-3812 NC 88, Jefferson $3,599,585 1.5 Fair
13 Rutherford R-2233AB US 221, South of US 74 Bypass $30,438,069 6 Fair +
14 Macon R-4748 New Route from Siler Rd. $6,785,291 0.86 Good
14 Macon B-4286 NC 28, Franklin $9,665,922 2.5 Good
MAINTENANCE/FORCE ACCOUNT PROJECTS
Division County Route Length Overall Rating
2 Jones SR 1157, Guinea Town Road 0.1 Fair
6 Cumberland SR 1420, Barefoot Road 1.7 Good
11 Watauga SR 1123, Laurel Creek Road 1.4 Fair
12 Cleveland SR 1644, Willis Road 0.7 Good



PROJECT EVALUATIONS

US 158, Murfreesboro Bypass, TIRP2883

NC DOT Division 1, Hertford County

This is a 7.2 mile project with a designild contract for $32,818,830. Theojact has consistently
scored 96s on monthly REU inspections. The pl
cover, runoff conveyance and sediment controls were all adequate and effective. Overall rating was
Good

2012/09/24

Box culvert being formed doS 158, Murfreesboro Bypass



Guinea Town Road, SR 1157 Pipe Replacement, 2B.205211

NC DOT Division 2, Jones County

This is a NC DOT Bridge Maintenance project 0.1 miles in length. An existing pipe is to be
excavated and replaced with a new corredanetal pipe and headwall. The ACOE 404 Permit and

DWQ 401 Certification approved removal of the pipe without dewatering of the work area. Turbidity
curtains were installed above and below the project. It is difficult to evaluate if bed load sediment
was being transported from the work area, but the stream was extremely turbid on both sides of the
turbidity curtain. NC DOT REU provided the f ol | dwbidityg expl
curtain was doing a good job of keeping turbid water inttbek zone until the approach fill gave

way that the curtain was secured to. When this happened the curtain no longer spanned the width of
the water course which allowed turbid watertogetpastihi s parti cul ar stream
situation andhat the water present was essentially trapped in a low lying area (bowl) at the project
site.é the stream bed was dry some short distance up and downstream of the pofecivell

installed upland measurde seem pointless considering the impactefwork in the streanBased

on conditions during the review, theayall rating wag-air.




Western Parkway, TIP4700B

NC DOT Division 3, Onslow County

This is a 2 mile project with a contract for $28,853,605. REU Momtislyections had generally
scored the project8, with detailed lists of corrective actions. The September 5, 2012 report dropped
the score to 7 because of a failure to maintain measures and establish ground cover in a timely
manner. The lack of grourmdver around the bridge on September 26, 2012 gave the prbgact a
rating.

Bridge construction on Western Parkway



Bridge over Stoney Creek, SR 1670, TI2B38

NC DOT Division 4, Nash County
This is a0.16 mile project with a contract for £07,702. Detailed REU monthly inspections have

consistently scored the project as a 9. The project had effective and maintained measures, and good
permanent ground cover on finished areas. The project was3ated

Bridge over Stoney Creek, SR 1670



